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May 23, 2001

Kathy Zanetti
Shoshone Natural Resource Coalition
P.O. Box 1027
Wallace ID 83873

Dear Kathy:

Thank you for the comment provided by the Shoshone Natural Resource Coalition (SNRC) on the North
Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A
considerable amount of comment was received on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues
comprised some of this comment.  Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment
(SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made the Shoshone Natural Resource Coalition, as we understood them, and our responses
follow.  If a revision was made to the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the
comment will be submitted with the assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others
and our response and actions taken, this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: The support of fish is based on three narrow criteria in the TMDL.  The TMDL does not take
into account other factors such as fish introductions affected fish populations in the North Fork.

Response 1: The TMDL is designed to address only the pollutant of concern, which in this case is
sediment.  We agree that many other factors affect fish populations.  These include non-native fish
introductions, habitat alteration fishing pressure among others.  The TMDL implementation plan will be
required to acknowledge these other factors and either make provision for them or set surrogate measures
of sediment control that once met will meet the TMDL.

It is clarified in the SBA that the implementation plan for sediment will need to acknowledge other factors
affecting fish and either make provision for them or set surrogate measures of sediment control that once
met will meet the TMDL.

Comment 2: A TMDL should not be developed for excess sedimentation.

Response 2: The TMDL is developed for that sediment which is estimated to be in excess of the
watershed's ability to attenuate the sedimentation.  This value is set at 50% above background, because the
upper basin, which is supporting its uses is at 43% above background and the Washington Board of
Forestry guidelines find no deleterious effect to water quality under 50% of background.

Comment 3: Since the root parameter of concern is hydrologic modification, section 303(d)(1)(A) which
cannot be used as an authority to develop the TMDL for segments impacted by nonpoint sources and
habitat alteration.

Response 3: The sub-basin assessment finds that sediment is the pollutant of concern.  Sediment is a
pollutant that can be allocated on a mass per unit time basis in a TMDL.
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Comment 4: None of the sedimentation mechanisms outlined on pages 43-44 can be classified as point
source pollution.  Section 319 CWA should be used to address nonpoint sources.

Comment 4: DEQ disagrees that TMDLs are only required for waters impaired by point sources.  TMDLs
are a part of the water quality-based approach under section 303 of the Clean Water Act that is clearly not
limited to point sources.  See Pronsolino v. Browner,91 F Supp 1337 (ND CA 2000) and Response to
Comments regarding the TMDL for dissolved cadmium, lead and zinc in the CDA River Basin at 57 to 60.

In addition, Idaho law clearly requires TMDLs to address both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.
Idaho Code sections 39-3602(27) (defines TMDL to include load allocations for nonpoint sources);39-
3611(directs development of TMDLs to control point and nonpoint sources of pollution). The segments of
the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River are listed on both the 1996 and 1998 Idaho 303(d) water quality
limited segments list.  The sub-basin assessment for the North Fork confirmed that the waters at issue do
not meet state water quality standards.  Therefore, TMDLs are required under CWA section 303(d).

Comment 5: The SNRC requests full disclosure of roads to be removed and public input in the process to
include a 30-day comment period.

Response 5: The sediment TMDL is a plan to recover the water quality of the North Fork Coeur d'Alene
River.  An implementation plan will be developed as after the TMDL is approved.  This implementation
plan will contain details on actions to be taken some, of which could be road closures or more likely
replacements.  In any case the implementing agency, the Forest Service, would be required by federal law
to give notice of any closure and provide for public input.

Comment 6: Some streams listed in the SBA are not listed on the most recent 303(D) list, These streams
should be removed from the SBA.

Response 6: The SBA lists those streams on the 1998 303(d) list and those that were on the 1996 list, but
removed from the 1998 list.  In the case of sediment, the entire watershed yields sediment to the most
downstream sediment listed segment, the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River between Yellow Dog Creek and
the mouth.  Since this is the case the TMDL for this segment must address sediment from the entire North
Fork watershed.  This point is made clearly in the SBA.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator

















May 23, 2001

John Osborn, M.D.
The Land Council
2421 W. Mission Avenue
Spokane WA 99201

Dear Dr. Osborn:

Thank you for the comment provided by The Land Council on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-
basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A considerable amount of comment was
received on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues comprised some of this comment.  Response
to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time
since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made by The Lands Council as we understood them and our responses follow.  If a revision
was made to the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the comment will be submitted
with the assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others and our response and
actions taken, this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: The Idaho proposal will worsen flooding.  The SBA does not examine the relationship
between clear cutting and floods.  The SBA prescribes cutting to remedy the situation and assumes receipts
from timber sales can be used to fix road problems.

Response 1: he sub-basin assessment does examine clear cutting and flooding. The flood frequency of the
North Fork is analyzed on page 11 of the Sub-basin Assessment.  The analysis examines the peak discharge
events over the past sixty-two years.  It finds that the 1974 and 1996 high discharge events are the largest of
record. The 1933 event is thought to be the largest flood of historic times based on photographic evidence
and the Cataldo and Post Falls gauges.  The 1974 and 1996 events are listed in their order of size.  The
history of logging is clear that clear cuts began in the forty's and fifty's and intensified through the 1960's
and 1970's and decelerated into the 1980's.  The flood history does not support the argument that clear
cutting has caused greater flood discharges.

The SBA does not take a position on timber harvest. It clearly states this fact on page 49.  It simply states
that if timber harvest is pursued (a decision of the Forest Service, BLM, IDL, Louisiana Pacific and
numerous private landowners) the pollution credit scheme suggested might be instituted to make road
remediation a part of doing business.

The SBA was revised to further clarify that the data of high discharge occurrence does not support the
contention that clear cutting increases flood frequency or high discharge event size.

Comment 2: Idaho would damage fisheries.  By cutting more trees flooding would be worsened and more
sedimentation would occur.

Response 2: This comment is based on the erroneous assumption of comment 1.  The flood frequency
analysis and flood data does not support the contention of increased discharge.  The data in hand does not
indicate that cutting trees necessarily increases sedimentation markedly.
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Comment 3: Idaho would further pollute Washington with toxic floods.  Floods from the North Fork carry
metals contamination through Coeur d'Alene Lake and into the Spokane River and Washington.

Response 3: The comment assumes that the sub-basin (SBA) assessment advocates timber harvest and
timber harvest by clear cutting.  The comment further assumes that clear cutting creates greater discharges
to the Coeur d'Alene River where metals contaminated sediments are entrained.

The SBA does not take a position on timber harvest. It clearly states this position on page 49.  It simply
states that if timber harvest is pursued (a decision of the Forest Service, BLM, IDL, Louisiana Pacific and
numerous private landowners) the pollution credit scheme suggested might be instituted to make road
remediation a part of doing business.

The flood frequency of the North Fork is analyzed on page 11 of the Sub-basin Assessment.  The analysis
examines the peak discharge events over the past sixty-two years.  It finds that the 1974 and 1996 high
discharge events are the largest of record. The 1933 event is thought to be the largest flood of historic times
based on photographic evidence and the Cataldo and Post Falls gauges.  The 1974 and 1996 events are
listed in their order of size.  The history of logging is clear that clear cuts began in the forty's and fifty's and
intensified through the 1960's and 1970's and decelerated into the 1980's.  The flood history does not
support the argument that clear cutting has caused greater flood discharges.

The riverbed has filled with cobble materials.  This phenomenon is related to erosion rates.  The presence
of this material has caused discharges of lower amounts to result in more over bank flooding, causing the
impression that higher discharges have occurred with the proliferation of clear cutting.

We respectfully suggest that both assumptions upon which the comments were based are in error.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator
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Michael K. Branstetter
P.O. Box 571
Osburn ID 83849

Dear Mr. Branstetter:

Thank you for the comment provided on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin Assessment and
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A considerable amount of comment was received on these
documents.  Comments raising legal issues comprised some of this comment.  Response to the comment
and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time since the close of
comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made as we understood them and our responses follow.  If a revision was made to the
documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the comment will be submitted with the
assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others and our response and actions taken,
this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: Mr. Branstetter supplies comments made by ASARCO and notes these comments apply
equally  to Beaver Creek.

Response 1: Several of the comments and the responses to those comments are applicable to the Beaver
Creek metals TMDL.  The response to ASARCO’s letter of comment is attached.

Comment 2: The state is engaged in illegal rulemaking without following the proper procedures.  The
TMDL and subsidiary discharge limits are of no legal force or effect and cannot be applied to Beaver Creek
or the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River Sub-basin.

Response 2: TMDLs are plans for the restoration of water bodies to the level of the water quality standards.
Since they are plans, they do not have regulatory authority and are not required to follow the APA process.
TMDLs are implemented at the state and federal level through regulatory programs.  State regulatory
programs and their component regulations must follow the APA process prior to promulgation.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator

Enclosure
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ASARCO
c/o Timothy Butler
Heller Ehrman
701 Fifth Avenue Suite 6100
Seattle WA 98104-7098

Dr. Mr. Butler:

Thank you for the comment provided by ASARCO on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A considerable amount of comment was received
on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues comprised some of this comment.  Response to the
comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment and the TMDLs has taken some time since the close of
comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made by ASARCO as we understood them and our responses follow.  If a revision was
made to the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the comment will be submitted with
the assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others and our response and actions
taken, this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: DEQ should defer the metals TMDL until completion of the CERCLA initiated removal
actions.

Response 1: The TMDL process is related to but independent of the CERCLA process.  Its relationship is
that it develops the water quality applicable or relevant and appropriate regulatory requirements (ARARs)
for the site more fully by translating the water quality standards into daily permissible loads dependent on
the season.  The situation in the East Fork Eagle Creek is straightforward.  The Jack Waite adit is the only
discrete source while the Jack Waite mill complex, tailings ponds and tailings washed downstream are the
nonpoint sources.  Since the TMDL provides a plan to respond to meet water quality standards it is
appropriate that the East Fork Eagle Creek TMDL proceeds any CERCLA consent decrees.

Comment 2: If DEQ does not defer the TMDL then it should specifically phase the metals TMDL. Concern
is stated that EPA will override the phasing of the TMDL implementation.

Response 2: The term phasing is not defined, however, EPA does not accept the phasing of TMDLs.  This
fact stated; TMDLs can be renewed and incorporate new data at any time.  Should there be a shift in metals
standards for the water body, or important new data became available a new TMDL would be required to
reflect this new data.  Although not phasing, this is renewal.

Comment 3: DEQ should defer or phase the metals TMDL to allow development and use of site-specific
water quality criteria.

Response 3: Site specific criteria for lead and zinc have been developed for the reach of the South Fork
Coeur d'Alene River above Wallace.  Work has been completed to extend these results to the metals
contaminated segments of the South Fork Watershed below Wallace.  A justification of this is in
preparation.  No plans have been developed to do the studies necessary to extend these results to the Beaver
and Prichard Creek watersheds.  Such work if undertaken may extend well past 2003 the due date of these
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TMDLs.  When and if the site specific standards were extended to the Prichard Creek watershed the current
TMDLs would be revised to reflect the current (new) metals standards.

Comment 4: DEQ should defer or phase the metals TMDL to allow development of sufficient site specific
data.

Response 4: See response to ASARCO, comment 3.

Comment 5: Idaho code section 39:3611 limits controls on point discharges.

Response 5: The limitations on point source controls in 39-3611 are not applicable under either state or
federal law to this TMDL for the following reasons: Idaho code section 39-3611 limits controls on point
source discharges when these are less than 25% of the metals loads.  The sub-basin assessment (SBA) on
page 16 clearly demonstrates that the single point discharge (Jack Waite Adit) is 50% of the cadmium
under 7Q10 discharge conditions.  In addition, 39-3611 applies to water bodies where the applicable water
quality standard has not been met due to impacts that occurred prior to 1972.  While there were significant
impacts to the NFCDA river that occurred prior to 1972, there are also continuing and post-1972 discharges
that have contributed and continue to contribute to the non-attainment of state water quality standards.
Moreover, under both state and federal law, the TMDL must meet requirements of the Clean Water Act.
See Idaho Code sections 39-3601 ("It is the intent of the legislature that the state of Idaho fully meet the
goals and requirements of the federal clean water act.."); 39-3611 ("For water bodies described in section
39-3609, Idaho Code, the director shall…as required by the federal clean water act, develop a total
maximum daily load…").  A TMDL that does not call for point source reductions would not meet the
requirements of the Clean Water Act because the TMDL could not assure compliance with state water
quality standards.

Comment 6: The State of Idaho and Idaho DEQ are required to conduct rulemaking under the Idaho APA
in order to promulgate TMDLs.

Response 6: TMDLs are plans for the restoration of water bodies to the level of the water quality standards.
Idaho Code section 39-3602 ("Total maximum daily load (TMDL) means a plan for a water body not fully
supporting designated beneficial uses…") TMDLs do not have the force and effect of law and are not
required to follow the APA rule-making process.

Idaho Code section 39-3611 addresses the development of TMDLs and requires TMDLs be developed in
accordance with those sections of law that provide for involvement of BAGs and WAGs, and as required
by the federal Clean Water Act.  There is no requirement in this section that the TMDL be developed as a
rule.

Idaho Code section 39-3612, on the other hand, addresses the integration of TMDLs, once completed, with
other water quality related programs and provides that this integration is subject to the provisions of the
Idaho Administrative Procedures Act.  Thus, to the extent required by the IDAPA, DEQ, and other
designated agencies, must follow the IDAPA provisions when TMDLs are implemented and enforced
under applicable state programs.

Given the scope of the TMDL program and requirements of the court-approved schedule for development
of TMDLs, it is clear the IDAPA rulemaking provisions are not applicable.  The schedule for development
of TMDLs in Idaho is the product of federal court litigation.  According to the TMDL schedule, from 1997
to 1999, DEQ was to develop 529 TMDLs.  Under the IDAPA, rules must be approved by the legislature
before they become effective.  Because of this and other rulemaking requirements, rules typically take
almost a year to promulgate.  Idaho Code section 39-3601 et seq was enacted in response to this federal
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TMDL litigation and the legislature certainly never intended DEQ to attempt to promulgate hundreds of
required TMDLs as rules.

The federal APA does not require EPA adopt TMDLs as rules.  Moreover, given the short deadlines in
section 303d of the CWA, including the requirement that TMDLs be developed within 30 days of EPA
disapproval of a state TMDL, the CWA clearly does not envision or require TMDLs be developed as rules.

Comment 7: There should be greater emphasis that this is a phased TMDL.

Response 7: See response to ASARCO comment 2.  The TMDL is not phased and would not be approved
by EPA as a phased TMDL.  However, any TMDL is open to revision based on new information.

Comment 8: The calculation of discrete discharges of metals is indecipherable and erroneous.

Response 8: The calculation is difficult to follow.  This was remedied in the revised SBA in the text and in
Appendix A. We respectfully disagree that it is erroneous. The calculation of the adit discharge of metals
was made more understandable in the text and Appendix A.

Comment 9: The waste load allocations should not decrease as creek flows increase. Hardness data
provided.

Response 9: The waste load allocations decrease because the percentage of the load that is attributable to
discrete discharges decreases as the discharge increases.  This is a major difference between the Coeur
d'Alene basin Metals TMDL and these North Fork metals TMDLs.  The Coeur d'Alene Basin document
gave the discrete sources a 25% allocation based on the mixing rule in the Idaho Water Quality Standards
and Wastewater Treatment requirements.  The North Fork TMDL calculates the discrete load based on adit
discharges and synthetic hydrographs based on the Gem Adit discharge. The percentage discrete load is
calculated by dividing the discrete load by the measured load at each flow tier.

The hardness data provided clearly indicates that the adit adds hardness to the stream.  This hardness effect
is diluted even in Tributary Creek and likely is very small at the point of compliance near the mouth of the
East Fork Eagle Creek.  The metals are detected at the point of compliance in the loads measured and at
hardness levels all below 25mg calcium carbonate.  Thus the hardness data is not applicable to the point of
compliance.

Comment 10: Lead should be deleted from the TMDL for the East Fork Eagle Creek. Use of one-half
detection for non-detection increases a load that is trivial.

Response 10: It is standard method to consider non-detection as one half of detection.  However, we agree
this approach may create a lead load where arguably none exits.  The database was searched for detection
of lead above the state standards.  Exceedence occurred in eleven of thirteen samples.  Use of one-half
detection in the two cases is warranted.

Comment 11: Dissolved to total recoverable metals ratios should be incorporated into the metals TMDL.

Response 11: The state standards state the cadmium, lead and zinc standards in terms of dissolved
cadmium, lead and zinc.  These ratios are important translators for point discharges since these permits are
based on total recoverable levels.  The database is not sufficient to develop such translators where they are
appropriate at the adit discharge.  These will be developed as the adit discharge is better characterized in
the CERCLA consent decree and NPDES programs that will implement the TMDL.

Comment 12: Within Tributary Creek the hardness from adit and seep flows add to the loading capacity.
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Response 12: See response to part 2 of ASARCO comment 9.  The hardness from the adit and seeps
discharged to Tributary Creek is not detectable at the point of compliance, while the metals are.  The
hardness must be diluted from the stream system.

Comment 13: The TMDL's assessment of point sources is inadequate.

Response 13: The assessment of the adit discharges is based on the database developed for the EPA
remedial investigation.  These were developed originally by the Idaho Geologic Survey (University of
Idaho) for the US Forest Service. At the time its was the best available data. Additional data on the
discharge and metals characterization of the Jack Waite Adit was supplied to DEQ by ASARCO’s
consultants.  It was incorporated into the SBA and East Fork Eagle TMDL.

Comment 14: Biological monitoring can be used to establish ecological goals for the basin.

Response 14: Biological goals are appropriate for pollutants as sediment.  In these cases narrative standards
govern the amount of sediment and these standards are tied directly to the full support of the beneficial use.
Metals are governed by numeric standards that assume full support of the beneficial use.  In the case of
metals the numeric standards must be attained.

Comment 15: Site specific metals criteria will result in a technically superior TMDL.

Response 15: This may or may not be true.  However, at this time and for the foreseeable future (next two
years) the current state metals standards are expected to be the governing standards.

Comment 16: By using the EPA developed metals criteria, DEQ already has sufficient margin of safety.

Response 16: Although conservative, the metals standards are not deemed by DEQ or EPA to eligible as a
component of a TMDL's margin of safety.

Comment 17: The flow tier approach provides a margin of safety not acknowledged in the TMDL.

Response 17: The flow tier approach accounts for the seasonal stream discharge and is not a margin of
safety factor.

Comment 18: DEQ should not impose metals TMDLs without knowing whether the source reductions will
be technically or economically feasible.

Response 18: TMDLs are required by federal law and in Idaho's case a court order.  These planning
documents must be developed and issued by DEQ and EPA to meet the agencies' legal responsibilities.
Should the source reductions not be technically or economically feasible, such that the TMDL cannot be
met, the Clean Water Act contains mechanisms such as use attainability and standards changes to address
such situations should these arise.



ASARCO c/o Timothy Butler
May 23, 2001
Page 5.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator













May 23, 2001

Liz Sedler
Alliance for the Wild Rockies
The lands Council
P.O. Box 1203
Sandpoint ID 83864

Dear Liz:

Thank you for the comment provided by the Alliance for the Wild Rockies and The lands Council on the
North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A
considerable amount of comment was received on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues
comprised some of this comment.  Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment
(SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made the Alliance for the Wild Rockies and The lands Council as we understood them and
our responses follow.  If a revision was made to the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of
all the comment will be submitted with the assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments
of others and our response and actions taken, this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: It is unfortunate that so little sediment delivery data has been developed for the North Fork
Coeur d'Alene River.  Background estimates are based on WATBAL and WATSED coefficients. Has
WATBAL or WATSED been validated? Neither model is considered to provide accurate estimates of
sediment loading from roads and openings.

Response 1: The sub-basin assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs must be based on the best available data.  It
is unfortunate that more data is not available but the TMDL must be developed on the data that exists.

The WATSED and WATBAL models were not used in the sedimentation model.  The coefficients that
WATSED employs for forest land sediment yield were used.  The assessment incorrectly identifies these as
WATSED coefficients causing this confusion.  These were correctly identified as mean coefficients for
Belt geology developed from in-stream sediment measurements in northern and north central Idaho.

Comment 2: Its a hydrological fact that destruction of pool and other habitat and bed load movement are
directly due to more frequent natural peak flows.  A direct correlation has been established between higher
more frequent flood events and canopy removal and road density.

Response 2: We respectfully disagree that "a direct correlation has been established between higher more
frequent flood events and canopy removal and road density".  The flood frequency analysis developed from
the existing gauge data (p.11) indicates that the 1974 and 1996 floods are the largest in the analysis of the
Enaville and Cataldo gauges.  The 1933 flood appears to have had a higher discharge based on
photographic and Post Falls discharge data.  Thus the three largest discharges are 1933, 1974 and 1996 in
that order.  The canopy removal  and road construction in the North Fork have increased steadily since
1933 probably peaking in the early 1980's.  If these factors increased discharge on a basin wide basis, the
opposite flood history would be expected.  Flood discharge appears to be weather related and not a
management related phenomenon based on the available data.
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It is suspected that peak discharges may be altered by management actions in the first and second order
tributaries of the watershed.  Discharge is not de-synchronized in small watersheds by the complex slopes
and aspects of the larger watershed. Unfortunately these streams have no long-term stream discharge
gauging covering large discharge events, so this suspicion cannot be proven.

The SBA has been strengthened on page 11 to point out that peak discharges may be altered in the first and
second order watersheds with the caveat that no direct data is available to support this suspicion.

Comment 3: The commentator disagrees with the assumption that the impacts on water quality of canopy
loss resulting from fire under natural conditions are equal to canopy loss from logging. Point out that
WABAL and WATSED have not been verified; question coefficients used.

Response 3: The fire areas that were modeled to be equivalent to non-stocked areas are not typical fire
areas as is pointed out in the Model Assumptions and Documentation (Appendix B). These are areas that
have suffered double fire events within a decade or two of each other.  Areas like these lose most woody
material in the second fire.  Pictures of this type of burned area may be viewed in Russell's book North
Fork of the Coeur d'Alene River.  These areas take many years to re-establish a forest cover and during this
period have higher sediment yields. The model accounts for these areas loading to the stream over time by
adjusting the yield coefficient to that of a non-stocked area.

The WATSED model was not used in the sedimentation model.  The coefficients that WATSED employs
for forest land sediment yield were used.  The assessment incorrectly identifies these as WATSED
coefficients causing this confusion.  These will be correctly identified as mean coefficients for Belt geology
developed from in-stream sediment measurements in northern and north central Idaho.

The sediment yield adjustment for double burn areas and identified sediment yield coefficients as mean
coefficients developed from in-stream sediment measurements on Belt terrain of northern and north central
Idaho has been further clarified in the SBA.

Comment 4: The SBA should point out that rain on snow events are made worse by vegetation removal.
Loss of canopy to extensive logging has a dramatic effect on peak flows.

Response 4: As explained in response to comment 2, the flood frequency and history for the basin does not
support the contention that canopy removal causes higher discharge events.

Comment 5: Removal of roads would not address the major problem in the North Fork caused by extensive
unnatural peak flows.

Response 5: See response to comment 2. The existing data does not support this contention on a basin wide
scale.

Comment 6: The sediment TMDL deals with sediment sources but does not address the main problem
channel instability caused by peak flows.

Response 6: The sediment TMDL deals with the pollutant of concern, sediment.  This is not to say that
other factors do not effect the stream.  Although the data does not support peak flow alteration on a basin
wide basis, elements such as large organic debris (LOD) removal and lack of LOD recruitment clearly
affect habitat and bed load mobility.  These features are important but cannot be addressed under TMDLs.
DEQ will urge development of a TMDL implementation plan that takes a broader view of these habitat
issues than the narrow focus of the TMDL pollutants of concern.

The SBA was strengthened to point out the many habitat problems the TMDL itself does not address.
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Comment 7: Background and current levels of sedimentation may not have been accurately calculated,
based on comment 3.

Response 7: All models of sediment yield provide relative as opposed to exact numbers.  The science
concerning sediment is not exact.  The model numbers are not however based on WARBAL or WATSED
as related in the response to comment 3.  The model results are thought to be reasonably accurate and
independent assessment from measured values indicates they are in the correct range.

Comment 8: The commentator believes extrapolation of Washington State Forest Practices Board
guidelines to Idaho watersheds is not warranted.

Response 8:  The Washington State Forest Practices Board guidelines is the published reference that both
EPA and DEQ use to compare model results to the probability of water quality violation.  It constitutes the
best available information on which TMDLs must be based.

Comment 9: How will the "finite ability to process sediment" be determined?

Response 9: As stated in the TMDL it will be determined by bio-monitoring of the cold water biota.  When
the cold water biota meets the criteria stated in the TMDL, that finite ability to process sediment will be
defined.  This is explained in the sediment TMDL.

Comment 10: Why was the goal not set at 43% and what were the criteria for the reference streams?  The
choice of reference streams is not documented enough to confirm that they were scientifically based.

Response 10: The goal was set at 50% above background by the North Fork WAG after being advised that
below 50% above background sedimentation rate the Washington State Forest Practices Board guidelines
find a potential for chronic water quality problems.  Below 50% these guidelines do not.  Since these are all
modeled numbers, there is likely not a large difference between 50% and 43% above background.  The
control streams are all located in the lightly roaded and lightly harvested Upper North Fork sub-basin.
These watersheds range from no to little development owing to large fires that swept the area early in the
twentieth century. It has been clarified in the SBA that the control streams and control areas are all in the
Upper North Fork sub-basin.  The level of development in the upper North Fork has been further clarified
in the SBA.

Comment 11: The criterion, three age classes one young of the year, is totally inadequate as a criterion for
salmonid spawning.

Response 11: We respectfully disagree.  This is criterion indicates population structure and that
reproduction is occurring.  It is one of the metrics used in WBAG 2 to develop the fish index.  DEQ
believes it is a sound indicator of salmonid spawning.

Comment 12: Explain why tailed frogs and sculpin are indicators of cold water biota.

Response 12: Tailed frogs and scuplins are the two other cold water vertebrate species common waters no
impaired by chemical pollutants. The SBA better explains the status of tailed frogs and sculpin in these
watersheds.

Comment 13: Macroinvertebrate biotic index of 3.5 is questioned as a measure of cold water biota.
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Response 13: The MBI of 3.5 or greater is used by WBAG to indicate a stream with healthy
macroinvertebrate diversity.  The WBAG2 uses a stream macrobiotic index based on percentile of
reference streams with 3 as the highest rating.  Comparison of the two methods indicates that a stream with
a MBI of 3.5 would have a SMI of 3 indicating healthy macroinvertebrate diversity.

Comment 14: The criterion that needs to be added to judge success is habitat improvement.

Response 14: The TMDL can only address the pollutant of concern; in this case sediment.  As explained in
earlier comments the TMDL process is not designed to address all the ills in streams.  It is designed to
address pollutants of concern that can be quantified in mass or energy per unit time.  Habitat, which we
agree is important to the biota, does not meet this criterion.  DEQ and EPA have decided that habitat is not
a characteristic for which TMDLs can be developed. The SBA clarifies that sediment not habitat is the
pollutant the TMDL must address.

Comment 15: Given the lack of a TMDL implementation plan there does not appear to be "reasonable
assurance" that the TMDL will be implemented.

Response 15: The reasonable assurance language is that requested by EPA.  In the case of the North Fork,
implementation planning would be lead by the prime manager of the watershed the Forest Service.  The
federal land management agencies have agreed by MOA to lead the development of implementation plans
in watersheds where they manage the majority of the land.  The implementation plan is expected 18 months
following approval of the TMDL.  The metals TMDL implementation plan is the State of Idaho's cleanup
plan.  This plan currently exists.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator
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Greg Tourtlotte
Regional Supervisor
Panhandle Region
2750 Kathleen Ave.
Coeur d'Alene ID 83815

Dear Greg:

Thank you for the comment provided by the Idaho Department of Fish & Game on the North Fork Coeur
d’Alene River Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A considerable amount
of comment was received on these documents.  Comments raising legal issues comprised some of this
comment.  Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has
taken some time since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made the Idaho Department of Fish & Game as we understood them and our responses
follow.  If a revision was made to the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the
comment will be submitted with the assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others
and our response and actions taken, this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: Mountain whitefish (MWF) are present in the North Fork, but are broadcast fall spawners.
MWF are common in the North Fork, but their population trends are unknown.  MWF are present in lower
densities in the North Fork than in other rivers of Idaho. Mention MWF on page 4. Mention life cycle on
pages 18-20.

Response 1:  Mountain whitefish, their life cycle and Fish & Game's assessment of their populations in the
North Fork were included on page 4  and 18-29 of the SBA.

Comment 2: Westslope cutthroat trout spawning has only been documented in tributary streams to the
North Fork.

Response 2: It has been clarified in the SBA that westslope cutthroat spawning has only been documented
in the North Fork tributaries.

Comment 3: Available data suggests bull trout also spawn in tributary streams used by cutthroats but not as
many tributaries.

Response 3: It has been clarified in the SBA that Bull Trout spawning has only been documented in the
tributaries to the North Fork but not in as many tributaries.

Comment 4: Below Yellow Dog Creek in the North Fork and Laverne Creek in the Little North Fork the
harvest was changed from six west slope cutthroat trout per day to two west slope cutthroat trout per day in
2000.  No west slope cutthroat trout between 6 and 16" can be harvested.
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Response 4: It was noted in the SBA that the fishing harvest rules changed in 2000 and the nature of those
changes.

Comment 5: A sentence or two should be added (p3) that flood events may occur occasionally on
individual low order tributary streams and these may add additional bed load.

Response 5: Language indicating that fist and second order watersheds may experience peak flows due to
vegetation modification has been added to the flood frequency section of the SBA.

Comment 6: It should be noted in the vegetation section (p4) that red cedar was a significant component of
the riparian plant communities and not its importance as long lasting LOD.

Response 6: The importance of western red cedar is acknowledged and this point was made in the
vegetation section.  In addition the loss of red cedar and its impact on LOD recruitment is discussed in a
SBA section covering impacts which are not pollutants of concern.

Comment 7: The discussion of flood frequency (p.12) should be expanded to address floods in tributary
streams.  These streams are important from the fisheries point of view and where failures can have their
largest impact on the fishery.

Response 7: See IDFG comment 5 response.  This change was made in the flood frequency section.

Comment 8: Under the discussion of sediment data it would be useful to note that some reaches of The
Little North Fork are intermittent as a result of excess bed load.  This is recent since 1990.

Response 8: It was noted in the sediment data section or elsewhere as appropriate that the Little North Fork
is intermittent over some reaches as a result of bed load.

Comment 9: Fishing pressure (may be) rather than (quite likely) is responsible for low fish density data
from Independence Creek near the mouth.(p18-20).

Response 9: The language is changed from "quite likely" to "may be" in the discussion of low fish density
in Independence Creek.

Comment 10: Data should be reported as fish per unit area without effort. IDFG has actual population
estimates from the main stems eliminating the problems of catch per unit effort.(p18-20).

Response 10: DEQ feels this change is not advisable in the SBA where several different data sets were used
for fish population data.  It was changed in the sediment TMDL where electrofishing methods will be
controlled by a strict protocol.

Comment 11: Discussion on vegetation alteration (p.40) should be expanded to cover the impacts of
riparian logging and canopy removal as these have effected LOD in the streams.

Response 11: The discussion on vegetation was expanded to address riparian logging and the loss of LOD
recruitment and canopy shade in the SBA.

Comment 12: Vegetation alteration of the tributary watersheds should be included with reference to loss of
riparian vegetation and canopy loss.

Response 12: See response to IDFG comment 11.  This discussion was extend to the tributaries in the SBA.
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Comment 13: More demonstration or discussion of the Cross and Everest data was requested.

Response 13: The Cross and Everest data is referenced and the key points covered in the SBA.  The reader
can read the referenced paper to further understand the details.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator
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Curry Jones
USEPA Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
OW-134
Seattle WA 98101

Dear Curry:

Thank you for the comment provided by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the North Fork
Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) in your letter of
February 1, 2001.  A considerable amount of comment was received on these documents.  Comments
raising legal issues comprised some of this comment.  Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-
basin Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time since the close of comment on January 22,
2001.

The comments made the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as we understood them and our
responses follow.  If a revision was made to the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all
the comment will be submitted with the assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of
others and our response and actions taken, this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: Sediment impacts in the North Fork Coeur d'Alene are primarily bed load impacts to salmonid
spawning through filling of habitat as well as physical injury to redds.  Are sediment reductions, fines, bed
load or total sediment yield?

Response 1: Sediment reductions in the TMDL are total sediment yield reductions.  It should be clarified
that the sediment impact is suspected to be pool filling.  Fine sedimentation of redds does not appear to be a
problem, because young of the year are detected in most tributaries, where the spawning does occur.

Comment 2: North Fork at a glance indicates temperature is a pollutant of concern.  It should be addressed
in the SBA. Section 2.0.

Response 2: This section was in error.  Temperature is not listed as a pollutant of concern for any segment
of the North Fork or its tributaries. Temperature was removed from the listing of pollutants of concern in
section 2.0.

Comment 3: On page 12, 2nd paragraph, the section outlines all high and low event monitoring for
bacteria, nutrients, oil and grease and dissolved oxygen on Prichard Creek.  The section should end with a
recommendation on these pollutants be delisted.

Response 3: We agree with this conclusion that is stated elsewhere in the document.  It will be stated at the
end of the paragraph on page 12.

Comment 4: On page 12, 2nd sentence, reference should be changed to Appendix D.

Response 4: We agree the reference is mislabeled.
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Comment 5: On page 18-19, in using the St. Joe River as a reference watershed, the fisheries response in
the St. Joe should be stated in the text.

Response 5: The fishery response, we believe is stated in the text.  However, this will be clarified and we
now show by reference that the St Joe has health fish density numbers.

Comment 6: The TMDL should consider using course sediment targets ie. pool frequency targets; residual
pool volume targets, depth fines target.

Response 6: We do not believe the allocation should use surrogates of sediment mass per unit time.  We do
agree that residual pool volume targets would be of value in the implementation plan.  The SBA and load
allocation documents will indicate that the implementation plan should contain residual pool volume
targets.

Comment 7: On page 23, section 2.3.2.5, the sediment section should include "front end" introductory piece
that provides some background information and information on modeling assumptions.

Response 7: We believe the model assumptions are laid out in section 2.3.2.5.1 between pages 31 and 34.
Since the model assumptions and its documentation are so important, we have expanded this discussion
greatly in Appendix B. More discussion would burden the basic thrust of the SBA.

Comment 8: On page 31, section 2.3.2.5.1.1.1, agricultural land was not incorporated into the analysis. Yet
grazing in the lower basin.

Response 8: In the case of the North Fork Coeur d'Alene River, the agricultural land is all grrazing land.
The RUSLE coefficients are applied to this land in the Little North Fork and the lower North Fork sub-
watersheds.  Grazing is not practiced elsewhere to any great extent.

Comment 9: On page 31, section 2.3.2.5.1.1.1, the TMDL should say where/why the agricultural sediment
yield coefficients were applied.

Response 9: We believe the SBA says that the agricultural coefficients are applied to the grazing land.  This
has been clarified in the SBA.

Comment 10: On page 31, section 2.3.2.5.1.1.3, the TMDL indicates paved roads were assigned a sediment
yield coefficient at the low end for the Belt geologic type.  The assessment should rationalize this
coefficient and refer to table 15.

Response 10: This assumption is rationalized in Appendix B. Its use is clarified in the SBA.

Comment 11: On page 42, first paragraph and section 3.1.4, the TMDL fails to adequately define how
background sedimentation was calculated.  Natural and background sedimentation rates are confused.

Response 11: Natural and background sedimentation rates were used interchangeably as the amount of
sediment yield expected from the fully forested watershed.  We believe this was explained in the text,
however this point has been clarified in the SBA and TMDL.

Comment 12: On page 42, first paragraph & section 3.1.4, the TMDL should provide an explanation of
why 50% above background was selected as the goal when 50% is still in the chronically detectable range.
The TMDL should show how 50% does not affect the beneficial uses.
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Response 12: The TMDL cites the Washington Board of Forestry Guidelines.  These guidelines indicated
clear water quality problems above the benchmark of 100% above background and the possibility of
chronic effects between 100% and 50% above background.  Below 50% they speak only to "detectable"
sediment.  To our knowledge sediment is always detectable in streams, since it is a natural component of
streams. IDEQ reads the Washington Board of Forestry guidelines to clearly indicate that water quality
problems below 50% above background do not occur.  These points are made clear in section 3.1.4.

Comment 13: On page 43, section 2.3.2.5.3, a residual pool volume target may be necessary.

Response 13: See response to EPA comment 6.  We expect to recommend this for the implementation plan,
but in the allocation (TMDL) will address mass per unit time as is required as the initial guideline in federal
regulation.

Comment 14: The summary fails to identify timber extraction activities as a source of sedimentation in the
watershed.

Response 14: Timber extraction is a fuzzy term.  The assessment deals with all aspects of timber extraction.
It provides higher yield coefficients for non-stocked forest acres, those not replanted and established, it
addresses roads on which timber is exported.  Timber extraction, removal of the log has no quantifiable
impacts we have identified other than these. The summary was assessed to make clear the removal of
vegetation from landmasses and the impacts of roads are addressed.  It is unlikely the term timber
extraction itself will be used.

Comment 15: Section 3, Sediment and metals TMDLs, this section should be incorporated into the main
body of the document.

Response 15: The format used in the package, Section 1.0 Executive Summary, Section 2.0 SBA, Section
3.0 TMDL allocations, Section 4.0 Responsiveness Summary and Section 5.0 Implementation plans is set
by the State Office and is the format required by IDEQ.

Comment 16: In section 3.1.5, Loading capacity, 3rd sentence, the TMDL indicates that adequate
quantitative measurements of the effects of excess sediment have not been develop.  This is not entirely
true.  The comment cites work of the European Inland Fisheries Advisory Commission on suspended
sediment concentrations.

Response 16: The European Fish Commission quantitative measurements are obviously measurements of
suspended sediment. Bed load sediment is clearly identified in the SBA as the pollutant of concern. The
section was clarified by inserting the work "bed load" sediment.

Comment 17: In section 3.1.5, Loading Capacity, 1st and 2nd bullets, the assumption used in this TMDL is
that natural background is assumed to support beneficial uses, that 80% above background is likely to
support beneficial uses.  The assumptions conflict with earlier assessment where Washington Forest
Practices Board is cited; 50-100% above background chronically detectable sediment; 100% above
background water quality violation.  To resolve the problem the TMDL goal should be placed at
background as shown in Table 17.

Response 17: The 80% is a typographical error it should be 50%. The 80% was corrected to 50%.

Comment 18: In section 3.1.5, Loading capacity, essentially same comment as comment 17.

Response 18: See the response to EPA comment 17.



Curry Jones
May 23, 2001
Page 4.

Comment 19: The word interim should be struck from the TMDL. TMDL actions are final actions.

Response 19: We disagree.  Any TMDL is subject to revision as standards change or new information is
developed.  In the usage of "interim" in the text, it is clear that the proper level of sediment yield will have
been established. This new information will be used to develop a refined TMDL.  In this sense any TMDL
is interim.  EPA does not govern usage of the English language, especially since the term interim still exists
in its own guidance.

Comment 20: In section 3.1.5, Loading capacity, Table 3, Table 17 in Section 2, table 3 in Section 3 and
table 13 in section 3 are all different.  These tables should all be consistent.

Response 20: These tables are different for a reason.  Table 17 in section 2 (SBA) is the model results for
the major sub-basins of the watershed.  Table 3 is the loading capacity, the load allowable at the point of
compliance in tons per year.  Table 13 is the estimated reduction necessary upstream of the point of
compliance in tons per year.  The simple subtraction demonstrated the modeled sediment at the point of
compliance minus the loading capacity.   The table and their distinctions are further clarified in the SBA
and sediment TMDL.

Comment 21: In section 3.1.8, Table 13, sub-basin sediment allocation Table 13 does not indicate how the
existing sediment load was calculated.  The TMDL should clearly state how the percentage load reduction
was calculated.

Response 21: The table takes the modeled sediment yield from the watershed above the point of
compliance and subtracts the loading capacity at the point of compliance.  This point has been clarified in
the TMDL.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator
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Mike Milhelich
Kootenai Environmental Alliance
P.O. Box 1598
Coeur d'Alene ID 83816-1598

Dear Mike:

Thank you for the comment provided by Kootenai Environmental Alliance (KEA) on the North Fork Coeur
d’Alene River Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) in your letter of May 2,
2000.  A considerable amount of comment was received on these documents.  Comments raising legal
issues comprised some of this comment.  Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin
Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made by KEA as we understood them and our responses follow.  If a revision was made to
the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all the comment will be submitted with the
assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of others and our response and actions taken,
this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: The commentor does not believe that White Pine, Ponderosa  and Western Larch were
selectively logged, Page 4, SBA .

Response 1: Selectively logged was used here in the sense that these species were taken while most others
were left ("highgraded") or the rest of the stand was slashed and burned.  This was typical in the early
logging days according to Russell (Russell, B. 1985. North Fork of the Coeur d'Alene. Lacon Press
Harrison, Idaho.   This point has been clarified in the text of the SBA.

Comment 2: The description of the magnitude of logging does not give the true picture of the logging.  This
is followed by a list of intensive clearcutting since 1970.

Response 2: The magnitude of logging is described in the document and certainly the road density data
indicates the level of watershed entry.  This part of the sub-basin assessment (SBA) has been beefed up to
explain the logging has been extensive in the basin.

Comment 3: KEA did not agree with the waterbodies delisted from the 1996 list to create the 1998 list.

Response 3: EPA approved he 1998 list 303(d) list with some adjustments.  Those EPA adjustments
addressed temperature delistings and do not affect the North Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed.

Comment 4: Sentences on flow alteration provided for the record. From Section 1 page 2 of U.S. Forest
Service Hydrologic Effects of Vegetation Manipulation Part II Haupt, H. F. et. al. 1976.

Response 4: This material is noted.  The SBA has been altered to indicate that discharge alteration is
possible but unproven in the first and possibly second order tributaries.  However, the flood frequency
analysis clearly indicates that this effect is soon diminished in the larger order streams and is not detectable
at the USGS gauge sites.
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Comment 5: RASI Indices located on pages 14 & 15.  The interpretation of RASI is that bed particles move
in high percentages is related to high flows and not road construction.

Response 5: RASI measurements indicate the percentage of the particle size distribution moving in-stream
during the two-year flow event.  The reason for that movement may be varied.  It may be a function of
stream power, but it may also be a function of increased sediment yield to the stream.

Comment 6: Residual pool volume located on page 16. Statements from Forest Service documents added to
the record on indicating that roading and timber harvest increased peak flows.

Response 6: See response to comment 4.

Comment 7: Fish population data located on page 18.  Statements from Forest Service documents provided
indicate that cutthroat trout populations have declined.

Response 7: The data in the Table 13 on page 22 support and document this view. The SBA chooses to
develop its own conclusions from the data and not rely on those of the agencies.

Comment 8: Land use data located on pages 21-27.  Tables leave out the number of acres that have been
logged by Forest Service timber sales.

Response 8: DEQ was strongly advised by its sediment technical advisory group that forest acres that had
been harvested, but that were now fully stocked with young trees, seedlings and saplings, do not yield
sediment at any greater level than areas in coniferous forest.  The model was run assigning land types in
seedlings and saplings a higher sediment yield  to resolve the magnitude of the difference.  It was found to
be a small component of the sediment source.  For these reasons DEQ modeled land use contribution of
sediment by assigning non-stocked areas the maximum value of the sediment yield range for coniferous
forest on Belt geology, while all other forest land was assigned the mid-range value.  These details of the
modeling are described in Appendix B.

Comment 9: Forest Land sediment yield and export located on page 28. Comment on the correctness of the
WATBAL model.

Response 9: The sediment yield coefficients were incorrectly referred to as the WATSED coefficients. The
coefficients are the mean coefficients for Belt geology developed from in-stream sediment measurements in
northern and north central Idaho.  The mis-identification lead to the mistaken idea that WATSED and
WATBAL were used to estimate sediment yield.  This is not true.

Comment 10: Sedimentation mechanisms located on page 38. Sentence near bottom of page is not clear in
that it ascribes channel instability to stream power and sedimentation.  Regenerative logging is adding to
stream power and is important in stream instability. It appears some sentences are missing.

Response 10: The missing sentences have been restored.

Comment 11: Vegetation alteration located on pages 39-48.  The federal and state laws that the Forest
Service must comply with are listed.  The assessment does not address watersheds the Forest Service
classifies as nonfunctional or functioning at risk. Issues are stated with Forest Service NEPA documents.
There is no discussion in the assessment of why the damage happened. Would not a literature search and
review of Forest Service document be appropriate? TMDLs that deal with sediment alone and do not
address bed load sediment will not meet the requirements of the CWA.
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Response 11: The SBA is addressing the listed pollutant of concern.  It is not delving into the many federal
or even Clean Water Act requirements the Forest Service is required by federal law to adhere to.  The SBA
must remain focused on the pollutant of concern and it must make the case that the pollutant in impairing
the beneficial use(s).

Comment 12: Pollution control strategy located on page 44.  Additional timber sales will not solve the
water quality problems of the North Fork Coeur d'Alene watershed.

Response 12: The Pollution Control Strategy Section suggests two methods by which the sediment yield
might be controlled.  One of these would require timber harvest. The SBA has been modified to not take a
position on timber harvest. It clearly states this position on page 49.  It simply states that if timber harvest is
pursued (a decision of the Forest Service, BLM, IDL, Louisiana Pacific and numerous private landowners)
the pollution credit scheme suggested might be instituted to make road remediation a part of doing
business.

Comment 13: Appendix B pages 1-4.  Regarding use of the WATSED model, the final document should
have information that indicates the minimum number of acres in a watershed that can be analyzed by the
model.

Response 13: See response to comment 9.  The WATSED model was not used in the SBA.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator
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Curry Jones
USEPA Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
OW-134
Seattle WA 98101

Dear Curry:

Thank you for the comment provided by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the North Fork
Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) in your letter of
June 19, 2000.  A considerable amount of comment was received on these documents.  Comments raising
legal issues comprised some of this comment.  Response to the comment and revision of the Sub-basin
Assessment (SBA) and the TMDLs has taken some time since the close of comment on January 22, 2001.

The comments made the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as we understood them and our
responses follow.  If a revision was made to the documents this is noted.  A responsiveness summary of all
the comment will be submitted with the assessment and TMDLs.  If you wish to review the comments of
others and our response and actions taken, this document should be consulted.

Comment 1: Draft assessment does not adequately address metals.

Response 1: The comment was made to an earlier sub-basin assessment (SBA) draft.  Metals issues are
covered in section 2.3.2.2.1 of the sub-basin assessment.

Comment 2: The assessment focuses on sediment and does not address streambed movement and
instability, peak flows from canopy removal and bed load movement.

Response 2: The SBA focuses on sediment because sediment is the pollutant of concern. Bed load
movement and instability are habitat issues that may be exacerbated by excess sedimentation.  Peak
discharge alteration was not demonstrated by the flood frequency analysis, but is a matter of flow
alteration.  Canopy removal, like riparian logging impact on large organic debris recruitment, are issues of
habitat alteration.  The issues raised are matters of either habitat or flow alteration both of which have been
deemed by DEQ and EPA beyond the scope of TMDLs because these effects cannot be allocated in mass
or energy per unit time.

Comment 3: The assessment does not provide an explanation of how the damage occurred.  The assessment
needs to explain how new road construction will not cause additional damage.  It is not clear that the
proposal is endorsed by the stakeholders.

Response 3: The SBA contains this information, but it is within the model interpretation.  It is clear that
roads that encroach on streams and to a lesser extent stream crossings are the major sediment contributors.
This is not to say that non-stocked forest acres, mass failures and other sources are not site specifically
problems, but these are minor sediment sources.  The construction of any new roads will be with methods
and in locations that will solve these problems.  The old road in many cases must be removed.  These issues
are covered in the pollution control strategy.  The stakeholder agreement was on the sediment model



Curry Jones
May 23, 2001
Page 2.

development.  That model was then applied and the sources identified. The SBA will be modified to further
clarify the sources and the remedial requirements.

Comment 4: Segments de-listed from the 1996 list in the 1998 list must be re-assessed with an improved
WBAG process when this has been developed.

Response 4: When WBAG2 is approved streams could be reevaluated. It is the decision of the State DEQ
office what data sets are used to reevaluate streams and which streams are reevaluated.  It will not likely
affect the metals impaired streams since the exceedence of metals standards is clear-cut.  It will also not
affect the sediment TMDL since by necessity it must be written for the entire watershed to address the
lowest segment of the watershed that is impaired, The North Fork Coeur d'Alene River from Yellow Dog
Creek to its mouth.

Comment 5: The 16 segments dropped from the 1998 303(d) list need to have the BURP data since 1993
reassessed with the improved WBAG system.

Response 5: See response to EPA comment 4. When WBAG2 is approved streams could be re-evaluated. It
is the decision of the State DEQ office what data sets are used to reevaluate streams.  In the case of the
segments de-listed in the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River HUC this is a moot point.  They are all listed for
sediment.  A sediment TMDL addresses all of these segments.

Comment 6: The TMDL should identify Shoshone Creek as water quality limited for unknown pollutants.
What is the pollutant?

Response 6: The SBA could not find any evidence of an unknown pollutant in Shoshone Creek.  Pollution
is most likely from sediment. The stream is included in the sediment TMDL

Comment 7: Include any data information on current or historic and beneficial use status.

Response 7: The available data is included on the historic and current beneficial use status.  This is
specifically the fisheries data in table 13 of the SBA.

Comment 8. Need to include data for Prichard and EF Eagle Creek on dissolved oxygen, bacteria, nutrients
and oil and grease and pH.

Response 8: The SBA has been revised with this data now included.

Comment 9: Table 1 identifies Beaver Creek as impaired for sediment while Table 13 identifies it as listed
for metals. Which or are both correct?

Response 9: Table 13 is now Table 18.  Beaver Creek was listed for sediment.  Data in the SBA and noted
in Table 18 does not support the sediment listing.  Nevertheless Beaver Creek is included in the basin wide
sediment TMDL making the point moot.  The SBA further found clear exceedences of trace metals
standards.  Beaver Creek is clearly impaired by metals as clarified in Table 18 that summarizes the results
of the assessment.

Comment 10: The SBA concludes that a sediment TMDL is not needed for Beaver Creek because fish
density and residual pool volumes are similar reference streams.  Provide the reference stream studies.

Response 10: The reference stream data is provided in Tables 12 (residual pool volume) and 13 (fish
density).  These data for reference and listed streams is drawn from the BURP database and various fishery
studies referenced in Tables 12 and 13 respectively.  Buckskin is the control stream of the most analogous
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size.  Beaver Creek appears to have adequate residual pool volume, while its fish density and composition
are similar with control stream.

Comment 11: Identify data gaps if none so state.

Response 11: Data gaps were identified. These were stated in the SBA in section 2.3.2.5.3.

Comment 12: Section 2.3.1 fail to specifically identify active clear-cut logging that continues in the North
Fork.   A Forest Service memo shows the clear-cut acres that have been logged.  This information should
be incorporated in the SBA.

Response 12: We disagree.  Clear-cut logging over 40 acres is rare in the forest.  The contention is made
that clear-cuts add remarkably to sedimentation, however modeling with all non-stocked, seedling and
sapling cover types assigned the highest sediment yield coefficient for coniferous forest on a Belt geology
demonstrated only marginally higher sediment discharge to the streams.  The strongly held conviction that
clear-cuts themselves markedly increase sedimentation does not hold up to analysis.  These points were
expanded on in the SBA.  The level of land treatment over the history of the forest is estimated in section
2.1.2.

Comment 13: Section 2.3.2.3.2 Indicates that poor residual pool volume is due to channel instability.  What
are the causes of the channel instability.

Response 13: The causes of channel instability can be stream power or excess sedimentation as explained
in section 2.3.2.5.3.  The flood frequency analysis does not support higher than normal discharges based on
existing data from the gauges and the flood history.  The assessment has been revised to suggest that first
and second order tributaries might have higher discharges after harvest but no data fully supports this.
Such effects are de-synchronized in the larger watershed.  The model clearly indicates excess
sedimentation.  The SBA comes to the conclusion excess sedimentation is the most likely cause of bed
instability and pool filling and the sediment TMDL addresses that sedimentation.

Comment 14: Section 2.3.2.4 Indicates that trout densities have declined due to angler pressure while USFS
EIS ascribes it to habitat alteration.  Information from the EIS should be included in the SBA.

Response 14: The SBA considers fishing pressure as a possible cause of low densities, however the SBA is
clear in ascribing low trout density to sedimentation.  DEQ would rather draw its own conclusions based on
the data rather than to rely on the potentially biased opinions of any of the stakeholders.  The SBA comes to
the same conclusion as the Forest Service EIS selected to make a point.

Comment 15: Table 3: is confusing not including standards for DWS, AWS and SRW and including
standards for pollutants not of concern to the SBA.

Response 15: Table 3 is a designed to be a general review of all the state water quality standards that affect
the most sensitive and important beneficial uses of the North Fork or for that matter most forested
watersheds.  Domestic (DWS) and Agricultural Water Supply (AWS) do not have specific support
standards in-stream in the Idaho water quality standards.  Special Resource Water is a designation
addressing the applicability of point discharges.  The North Fork has no point discharges.  For these reasons
these beneficial uses were not included in a short synopsis table of the most germane standards.  No table in
a SBA can replace a full reading of the Idaho Water Quality Standards and Wastewater Treatment
Requirements and this is not the intention of Table 3.

Comment 16: The SBA addresses only sediments with respect to loads.  It needs to address metals and
other pollutants.
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Response 16: This comment is in response to an earlier draft of the SBA.  The SBA addresses metals loads
and metals TMDL allocations are provided for the streams impaired by metals.

Comment 17: Need to provide information on the relationship between metals and sediments.

Response 17: The SBA indicates the only relationship between metals and sediment. Lead is particulate
bound.  There is no other relationship between metals (zinc and cadmium in the dissolved fraction and lead
on fine particulate) and the sediment (cobble) filling pools in the North Fork.  Sediment from mining
sources is a very small component even in the Prichard and Beaver Creek watersheds as compared to
sediment from other sources.  On a North Fork wide basis there is no comparison.

Comment 18: Need to discuss potential and variability of these sources with respect to metals and other
pollutants.

Response 18: Variability of sediment discharge to the streams is discussed and its episodic nature noted.
The variability of metals loads is addressed in the SBA and TMDLs by addressing flow tiers (seasonal
discharge).

Comment 19: The SBA (p. 10) identifies bacterial loading from human sources. Is this point or nonpoint
sources?

Response 19: The SBA is discussing potential bacterial sources on page 10.  The lack of in-stream bacteria
detection indicates this is not an issue.

Comment 20: Need additional information about pH and metals on East Fork Eagle Creek and metals data
from the Jack Waite complex.  Does Jack Waite or other mines have permitted discharges?

Response 20: The comment was made to an earlier draft of the TMDL.  These data are provided in the
current SBA draft.  The fact that the Jack Waite Adit discharge and for that matter the discharge of all adits
in Beaver, Prichard and East Fork Eagle Creek are not permitted is noted.

Comment 21: Suggest more information on vegetation manipulation and its impact on flows.

Response 21: The flood frequency analysis and historical flood data, which is the existing data does not
support the contention that vegetation manipulation has altered discharge on a large basin basis.  The flood
frequency of the North Fork is analyzed on page 11 of the Sub-basin Assessment.  The analysis examines
the peak discharge events over the past sixty-two years.  It finds that the 1974 and 1996 high discharge
events are the largest of record. The 1933 event is thought to be the largest flood of historic times based on
photographic evidence and the Cataldo and Post Falls gauges.  The 1974 and 1996 events are listed in their
order of size.  The history of logging is clear that clear-cuts began in the forty's and fifty's and intensified
through the 1960's and 1970's and decelerated into the 1980's.  The flood history does not support the
argument that clear-cutting has caused greater flood discharges basin wide.

The riverbed has filled with cobble materials.  This phenomenon is related to erosion rates.  The presence
of this material has caused discharges of lower amounts to result in more over bank flooding, causing the
impression that higher discharges have occurred with the proliferation of clear-cutting.

Higher discharge may occur in first and second order tributaries, but no data exists to support this
contention.  We have found the belief that clear-cutting increases discharges in the Coeur d'Alene basin to
be firmly held, but with little evidence to support it.
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The SBA was altered in many places to clarify this picture.

Comment 22: The SBA is missing discussion on pollution control efforts to control metals.

Response 22: This material is missing.  Metals pollution control is taking shape in the Beaver and Prichard
Creek watersheds.  This information was added to the pollution control strategy section of the SBA.

Comment 23: The SBA needs to discuss present and planned activities to achieve water quality standards
for metals.

Response 23: See response to EPA comment 22.

Comment 24: The SBA needs to provide the time frame for activities to achieve water quality standards for
metals.

Response 24: A time line to address metals is provided in the pollution control strategy.

Comment 25: Would it be helpful to further describe the specific control efforts taken in the Steamboat
Creek watershed?

Response 25: These controls were road removal actions.  This fact was noted in the actions to date section.
It was noted that the Autumn and Martin Creek actions were road removal actions.

Comment 26: To understand the cost of road removals it would be helpful to include additional details on
the number of feet of roads to be removed and the costs.

Response 26: This assessment was not made directly for the SBA modeling but estimates are available in
the GIS coverages.  It would be premature to make such an assessment at this time since the estimates
require ground truthing.  Such an estimate is much more reasonable as a part of the implementation plan.

Comment 27: Other pollutant control alternatives should be considered because this pollution control effort
would not lead to attainment of water quality standards.

Response 27: We respectfully disagree that with EPA’s assertion that road removal pollution control
strategy would not work.  Model results based on the most current GIS databases clearly point to
encroaching roads and road crossings as the major sediment source to the North Fork watershed.  Road
removal is a tested technology that must be paid for by some funding mechanism, but two are mentioned in
the SBA.  The record indicates and is supported by model results, that if roads are properly sited and
constructed, sediment yield from them is a small fraction of that from improperly sited and constructed
roads.  The Forest Service has demonstrated road removal is effective.  The only outstanding question is
how to pay for it.  The SBA makes an innovative suggestion.  However it is not for DEQ or EPA to decide
such funding issues directly.

Thank you for the comments that were developed on the North Fork Coeur d’Alene River Sub-basin
Assessment and TMDLs.  If you have questions concerning our responses or the actions taken, please
contact me at 208-769-1422.

Sincerely,

Geoffrey W. Harvey
Watershed Coordinator


	Cover
	Appendices
	Appendix E.  Letters of Comment and Letters of Response




